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The coalescence of Arm. 7 from IE *en ‘in’ with Arm. i < 
*e (Latin @) ‘out of,’ not confusing when modifying declined nouns 
(i ‘in’ with inessive and illative locatives, i ‘out of’ with ablatives), 
though the o-stems had to suffer in the locative singular the 
inability to distinguish between the inessive and illative that all 
other nouns had to suffer in the plural, became semantically very 
inconvenient when i was employed as a preverb. One phonetic 
inconvenience of i was that it was too weak to survive as a 
preverb to verbs beginning with a consonant, since when a stress 
accent eventually settled on the final syllable, it would have 
reduced to 9 and then probably zero, thus leaving little or no 
trace, Before verbs beginning with a vowel, it reduced to the 
semi-consonant y-, phonetically strong enough for survival, but 
semantically ambiguous. In some of the resulting compound verbs 
it is Clear that‘ the initial y- is a reflex of i ‘in,’ e.g., y-atem ‘to 
salt’ (put salt -al- in), y-anjnem ‘give to the person (anjn) of; 
‘entrust,’ y~-awelum ‘make more (aweii),’ ‘increase, add to.’ In others 
it is clearly a reflex of i ‘out of, up, away,’ e.g. y-arnem ‘rise up’ 
ECOPVULL, exorior), y-anc'anem ‘pass beyond, ‘transgress.’ In other 
cases, however, it is not clear whether one is dealing with i ‘in’ or 
i ‘out, e.g., y-arjakim ‘attack’ (‘fall upon’ or ‘sally forth’?), 
y-ardarem ‘shape, form’ (“instruo cloapti{e or ‘exstruo ètaptitw? ), 
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y-arem ‘drive in (a nail),’ ‘stretch out (a hand). Another 
inconvenience of the attrition resulting in the ambiguous 7 was that 
it could not be used as an adverb like Gk. €foW ‘inside’ and 
ECW ‘Outside,’ since apart from its puny phonetic form (which could 
perhaps have been augmented), what would it mean, ‘in’ or ‘out’? 
The ambiguity was bad enough for a farmer. For a philosopher it 
was disastrous. Given the importance of Greek for the intellectual 
development of the Armenians, restricted to a privileged few in 
Artaxiad times but growing enormously with the conversion of 
Armenia to Christianity and the consequent need of a language 
flexible enough to convey the subtleties of theologians and 
philosphers, it was vital that Armenian should be able to match the 
celoaywyat and ExK@eoeic of the Greeks. Fortunately, there were 
other forms in Armenian which could be drawn upon to perform 
the necessary Orrian thérapeutique verbale. 

Apart from the preposition i ‘in,’ Armenian possesses another 
group of words to express position within and motion into that 
derives from an extension in *-er- from the same Indo-European 
preposition, thus ner-, from *en-er-, the antiquity of which is 
indicated by its cognation with Greek (Homer, etc.) Evep-Gev, used 
adverbially, ‘(from) beneath, below,’ and as a preposition, 
governing the genitive. Parallel to the initially apocopated 
Armenian ner is the form vép-@e (which Liddell and Scott give as 
occurring only metri gratia, but which was probably a popular 
form), VEptepoc beside Eveptepos ‘lower, inferior,’ a comparative 
singular form of €vepot, and Eng. nether, NHG nieder, Skr. 
nitaram; the Indo-European preverb ni- ‘downwards, as in e.g., 
Arm. ni-st ‘(a place to) sit down, ‘seat, sitting,’ Eng. nest, probably 
also derives from a vocalic extension of *en, cf. Gk. évi. With the 
extension in -er, one can compare Skr. upari, Ch. Sl. ver-x, 
Gaulish ver-, Gothic ufar, NE over, Arm. ver, ver-ay, and, with an 
initial s mobile (doubtless prepositional in origin), Gk. bnép, Lat. 
super, all with -er- extensions to the original *up, NHG auf, NE 
up, Gothic iup. 


1. This verb, like y-arem ‘to join,’ arnem ‘to make’ may be 
connected with Gk. *dpw, apapioKw, the 7 from *-rs- indicating a 
root extension in -s (an old aorist form, perhaps, cf. Gk. epic 
poa?). 
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The basic form ner is attested,” at its most artificial, in the 
Hellenistic Armenian of Dionysius Thrax and translations from 
Plato, as supplementing inessive locative expressions, aS ner telwoj, 
‘in a/the place,’ ner i tan ‘in a/the house,’ in which the locative 
idea is thrice marked, by adverb, case, and directional suffix, and 
adverb, preposition, and case, respectively. It is used as a preverb, 
inessive and illative, representing Gk. eic- and Èv (neracem, 
clodym@, EVAYW ‘introduce’; ner-a-grem EYYPAMW ‘inscribe’; 
ner-a-drem EvtiOnu ‘impose’). Such are late, deliberate formations. 
Arm. ner-a-drem is fabricated as though on a participial adjective 
(preverb + aorist root) *neradir ‘imponens,’ which is not attested, 
possibly on the analogy of naxadir ‘proponens, impositus’ from Gk. 
MPOGETOG giving naxadrem EvtiOnut (Chrysostom); a more basic 
*ner-dnem does not exist, though naxadnem is in Lazar of Parp 
already. A more "natural" formation than neracem existed in 
y-acem (i + acem), but in the mouth of the people it had acquired 
meanings other than ‘introduce,’ viz. ‘to conduct here and there, to 
take or lead about, to turn about (e.g., yacem zaé's ‘roll one’s eyes,’ 
tarazam zberan yacem ‘eat out of season,’ Bedrossian). If one 
sought a verb to express ‘inscribe’ (Gk. Eyypaq@a), for the prosodic 
reasons mentioned above*i-grem was impossible. 
Ver-a-grem ‘superscribo’ was possible phonetically, but it existed 
already as the equivalent of another Gk. word, Avaypa@o, and 
had acquired additional meanings of ‘to ascribe, attribute, refer to.’ 
ner was therefore an ideal form for those scholars concerned with 
the introduction of Greek concepts into Armenian. It might be 
posited that in their search for such a form they had recourse to 
Homeric Greek. But the many other derivatives from ner in 
Armenian prove an antiquity well prior to the Hellenistic 
(8mGwpwG) School of the 6th-7th centuries A.D., in particular 
nerk‘in ‘inner, lower,’ which is Biblical. 

On ner is formed ner-k‘, which despite its appearance of being 
a plural noun parallel to Gk. Evepor ‘those below’ is not attested as 
a free~standing substantive, but only as a preverb 
(nerk‘-a-drem ‘place in,’ ‘throw into, subject to’). The form nerk'-s, 


2. Most of the Armenian attestations quoted in this article 
are taken from the Unp Punghpe Awyhwq@bui Lbqmh (NBHL), 
still the richest (literal) thesaurus of Armenian words and phrases, 
though an attempt has been made to provide chapter and verse for 
Biblical quotations, a knowledge of the origin of which the learned 
Mekhitharists took for granted. 
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suggesting an accusative/locative plural of *nerk‘-k‘, which further 
suggests that the first -k‘ was not conceived as a plural suffix, on 
which more below, is attested as a substantive meaning ‘that which 
is inside, the inside, the interior’ in the definite accusative in a 
translation from St. Basil: sastik tapoyn toC‘oreal znerk‘sn ‘the 
severe heat burning the insides.’ However, a "definition" eisdem 
verbis in a translation from Chrysostom, nerk‘s anuané or inc kay 
1 nerk'‘s, zp‘orotin asé, zorovayn, ew ayln ‘nerk‘s names that which 
is i nerk‘s (‘inside’). .. , shows that the Armenian translator had 
difficulty rendering Gk. TÒ, Tà EvSov by a nominative form, and 
that no *nerk‘-k‘ was in fact available.’ nerk‘s is further used as 
the initial element of the comparative/superlative (superior) 
adjective nerk'sagoyn (EvS0tEpos, EOWTATOC,) used also, as is 
regular, as a noun (znerk'sagoyns, 3 Kings 6.29 1@ EOWTEPY) . 
nerk‘s is used preponderantly in the locative adverbial compound i 
nerk‘s ‘on the inside, inside’ (ein i nerk‘s ‘they were inside’), ‘into 
the inside’ (mteal i nerk‘s, nstér ‘having entered, he was sitting’), 
but it is not used as a compound preposition "governing" a case, 
but only in the primitive adverbial preliminary rôle auxiliary to 
the preposition i (taran zna i nerk‘s i gawit'n ‘they took him into 
the palace,’ the full substantive meaning of nerk‘s as ‘the interior’ 
being brought out in minC‘ew i nerk‘s isk i gawit' 
k‘ahanayapetin ‘into the very interior, into the palace of the high 
priest? EWo Eow eic HV AVANV. . .Mark 14.54). An original locative 
nominal form nerk‘-oy ‘in the interior,’ ‘(that which is) on the 
inside’ is attested free-standing only in the nominative plural 
(nerk‘oy~k‘ ‘inner parts’), accusative plural (z-nerk‘oy-s-n), and 
ablative plural (i nerk‘-oy-c'-n/nerk‘-o-c’-n). Otherwise it is 
attested by itself adverbially as ‘inside’ (nawt'iw cep'esc'es zna 
nerk‘oy ew artak‘oy (Eow8ev Kal E&weev) ‘you shall lute it inside 
and outside with pitch’ (Gen 6.14), and, though rarely, as a 
preposition governing the genitive as ‘underneath’ (nerk‘oy erknic’, 
br'ovpavov, Prov 8.28). As a compound adverb i nerk‘oy is used 
as ‘inside” (i nerk‘oy en gaylk' yap‘stakawtk' ‘inwardly (EowSev) 
they are ravening wolves,’ Matt 7.15), and as a common 
preposition governing the genitive as ‘underneath,’ (jurk‘n or i 
nerk‘oy erknic’, t0 bdwp 10 bnoKadtw tod ovpavod, Gen 1.9). 


; 3. As was, e.g., a plural nominalized preposition 
anddém-k‘(-n) ‘those against, opponents,’ Etisé, Bk. 2, ed. E. 
Ter-Minasyan, Yerevan, 1957, p. 17, 1. 15 (Venice editions, Bk. 2, 
ch.6, e.g., 1950, p.33). 
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Although the meaning of i nerk‘oy is inessive, the Greek ablatival 
EOWSEV suggests that nerk‘oy is the regular (gen. dat.) abl. of an 
-o-stem, and that the i is not that from *en ‘in,’ but from *e ‘out 
of,’ and that the Armenian usage runs parallel to the French ‘de 
Vintérieur’ vis-a-vis English ‘on the inside,’ Russian syyrTpu. It is, 
however, possible that i 1s here from *en and that the phrase i 
nerk‘oy is morphologically an inessive locative, predating the 
syncretism of cases in the nominal -o-stems, like the -o-stem 
locatives į tetwa-j ‘in a/the place,’ i kno-j ‘in a/the woman,’ where 
confusion arising from the (eventual) ambiguity of the prepositions 
i has been avoided by a positioning suffix equivalent to Gk. -@. In 
any case, there is another ablative of nerk‘ ini nerk‘ust ‘from 
inside, from below, used adverbially (duk‘ i nerk‘ust anti ék', es i 


verust em ‘you are from below, I am from above? .. . ÈK tV 
KaTO ... EK TOV GVW, John 8.23, and in conjunction with, 


positioning, the preposition i + abl. Gi nerk‘ust kolmané, Eoweev 3 
Kings 6.19). An originally instrumental form of nerk‘, nerk‘ew (cf. 
the subessive instrumental after and ‘under,’ as after Russian nog, 
was used in Hellenistic Armenian in the compounds 
nerk‘ewadas ‘subordinate’ and nerk‘ew-a-hat "sub-particle,” ‘comma.’ 

nerk‘in ‘interior, lower,’ an adjectival extension in -in, 1s 
Biblical and common, corresponding to Ó ow, 6 EvtOc, EOMTEPOS, 
EVSOV, EOWOEY (nerk'in bant, TV EOWIEPAV MVAAKNY, ‘inner prison,’ 
Acts 16.24; ast nerk‘in mardoyn, Kata TOV EOW Avepanovy, 
Rom 7.22); and to 6 Kdtw, etc. (minč'ew i dzoxs nerk'ins, EWC 
G@5o0v Katw, Deut 32.22, edin zis i gbi nerkinum, ... €V AAKKW 
KATOTATO, ‘they laid me in the lowest pit,’ Ps. 87.6/88.7). Its use as 
a noun, in the plural, is attested for the fifth century by EliSe: oc’ 
nerk'ink' Sarzel karen, ew oC’ verink' drduec‘uc‘anel ‘the lower ones 
cannot be moved, and the higher ones cannot be shaken.“ A 
further adjectival extension in -i produces nerk‘ini ‘the inside 
(man), ‘eunuch,’ the failure of the penultimate -i- to reduce 
pointing to a lateish formation. The -i- of nerk‘in reduces 
regularly in the compounds nerk‘nakan ‘inferior, interior,’ 
nerk‘nak ‘undercoat, waistcoat,’ nerk‘naberd ‘inner fortress, citadel,’ 
nerk‘nagund ‘lower regiment,’ ‘troops of men, terrestrial or mortal 
hosts,’ nerk‘nayark ‘entresol,’ nerk‘natun ‘ground floor, cellar.’ 
Beside the above forms, one attests also the form ners, as 
ners-a-goy = ner-goy, ners-oy = nerk‘oy, ners-a-drem = 


4. Ed. E. Ter-Minasyan, Yerevan, 1957, Bk. II, p. 47, 
11.8-9 (Venice editions, e.g., 1950, Bk. II, ch. 71). 
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nerk's-a-drem. The illative adverbial expression i ners ‘to the 
inside, into,’ though non-Biblical, may be early, occurring in Zenob 
Glak (edak‘ i ners i tapann zn3xarsn ‘we placed the remains into 
the coffin’) and John Mamikonean (zna totc‘é i ners ‘he shall let 
him in’), the Lives of the Fathers, etc. The significance of this 
form will be discussed below. 

Parallel to nerk‘- ‘inner,’ etc., is artak‘- ‘outer,’ as in artak‘s, 
artak‘oy, artakoyk‘, atak‘ust, artak‘in, artak‘ink', artak‘naxorhurd, 
artak‘noc’, etc. artak‘in has in fact a better pedigree than nerk‘in, 
occurring in a gospel: i xawarn art‘ak’‘in ‘into the outer darkness’ 
gic TO OKOTOG TO EL@TEPOV Matt 22.13, 30; and, in the sense of 
‘external, foreign,’ in Acts 26.11; min@ew yartak‘in k'atak‘'s “wç Kal 
cig tac E&W NOAeic. Like nerk‘ink’, the adjective is used as a noun, 
in the plural, by EtisSé, artak‘noc'n erewein ibrew ayrik' 
sgawork‘ ‘to those outside they appear as widows in mourning.” In 
the same sense as non-Christian outsider art‘ak‘ink’ is used by 
Moses Khorenatsi, though this, of course, does not count as a Sth 
century attestation: awelord hamarelov zartak‘noc‘n erkrordel 
yalags skzbann araspels ‘considering it superfluous to repeat the 
legends of the outsiders concerning the beginning.” 

The full form artak‘~ is not used as a preverb like nerk’-. As 
the equivalent of Gk. éx-, €&-, the form art- or arta-, which is at 
the root of artak‘- as ner- is at that of nerk‘, is used, as in 
artaberem ‘utter, pronounce’ (Ex@Epw), artas(an)em ‘pronounce’ 
(ExMWVEW), artahalacem ‘expel, exile’ (ExBiatw), artasnZ‘em ‘expire, 
exhale’ (Exnvéw), and for compound adjectives like 
artakendron ‘eccentric’ (Exxevt1poc) and (independently of Greek?) 
artapototay ‘strayed away from the road.’ These forms are all late, 
there being no such examples in Classical texts. Meillet, Esquisse’, 
T 71, derives arta- from Arm. art, gen./dat./abl. art-oy, ‘field,’ 


5. Bk. 7, ed. E. Ter-Minasyan, Yerevan, 1957, p. 203, 
11.11-12 (otherwise, e.g., Venice, 1950, Bk. 8, ch. 158, p. 404), 

6. Bk. I, ch. 3. The word order of this phrase (superfluum 
aestimans illas t@v exteriorum repetere de illo in-tw-Ortu 
fabulas), like his use of the genitive absolute (hzawr kruoy 
eleloy ‘a mighty battle having come to pass,’ Bk. 3, ch. 26), 
suggests that Moses’ style owes much to Greek models, though a 
word for word rendering in Greek here would present 
peculiarities in word order. 

7. Meillet, ibid., has difficulty with the "t énigmatique” of 
art against Lat. ager, Gk. &Ypôóç, etc. A connection with Gk. 
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pointing to a semantic parallel in Lithuanian laikas ‘field,’ 
lauké ‘in the field,’ ‘outside’ (for similar abstract-from-concrete 
developments, cf. Russian aBop ‘courtyard,’ Ha ABope ‘outside,’ Lat. 
foris ‘door, foris ‘outside,’ NE out-doors, Gk. 80pa ‘door,’ 
Bvpace ‘out’ [G4Adc . . .vLpate ‘out of the sea,’ Od. 5.410]). The 
second ~-a- of artak'- probably represents the *-o- of the original 
stem (possibly reduced to*a) of the noun, which is an Armenian 


ipsa ‘dirt, pw ‘to water, irrigate, Gpdy0c ‘a watering-place’ 
àpŝárov ‘a water-pot, Skr. ārd-rá- ‘damp, wet, watered’ would be 
regular (cf. sirt, Kapd-). Arm. agarak ‘land, field, farm, villa’ 
(NT), a secondary diminutive form in -ak (further borrowed by 
Grg. agara - for loss of final -k, cf. dana, Arm. danak - 
agarak-i) seems in view of the penultimate -a- more like a loan 
from Lat. ager than from Gk. Gyp0c, though prosodic vocalic 
epenthesis is possible. There is no reason to dismiss the idea of 
direct loans from Latin of relevance to the development of 
agriculture in the Caucasus and Armenia, where Roman influence, 
though late, could have been profound and far-reaching ("the 
highest standard of ancient cultivation was reached in the Italian 
agriculture of the later Republic and early principate lie. lst c. 
BC - Ist c. AD]," F. M. Heichelheim, Oxford Classical Dictionary’, 
s.v. Agriculture). But one cannot accept D. Cubinov’s view of Grg. 
are as a Latin loan-for by marking its derivation as 
berj(nuli) ‘Greek’ he can have been referring only to Latin area, 
the meanings of which, ‘freier Platz, Bauplatz, Hofraum, 
öffentlicher Platz, Rennbahn, Tenne, Fläche, Ebene, Glatze, 
Betätigungsfeld, Laufbahn Gebiet (Menge/Pertsch) overlap with 
some of those of Grg. are ‘Bereich, Gebiet, Gegend, Zone, Sphäre, 
Kreis, Feld, Raum, Rand’ (Tschenkeli). But others, most of those 
given by Čubinov himself, do not: ‘four corners of the earth, four 
seasons of the year, spring, environs, region, district, side (of hall), 
season (of spring). It is more reasonable to connect the Georgian 
word with the Georgian root ar signifying movement (v-i-ar-e ʻI 
went,’ Tschenknkeli 1237, va-ar-eb ‘I steer (ship); gars u-ar-da ‘he 
circled round him,’ Cubinov), and thus with a basic meaning close 
to German Kreis ‘a circle or what is contained in a circle 
or moves in a circular motion (as Kreislauf ‘circulation (of blood).’ 
Clearly from the same root is Grg. arve ‘flock’ (of sheep, 
Gen 26.13), cf. Gk. npóßartov ‘anything that walks forward 
(npoBaivet),’ ‘all four-footed cattle’ (Herodotus), ‘cattle, flocks and 
herds’ (Homer), ‘sheep’ (Attic and NT). 
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o-stem. That such a vowel is missing in ner-k‘ may be due to 
phonetic, prosodic, reasons, such a group developing as rolling 
more smoothly off the tongue than a corresponding *artk'-. In 
language, too, navta Pet, and, depressingly for systematic 
phonology, not always at the same rate or in the same direction. 

The form ners suggests—there is no corresponding *artas—an 
accusative/locative plural declining from a nominative plural nerk’, 
and indeed that is the only logical and historical explanation. At 
one time nerk‘ must have been considered a nominative plural in 
-k‘, reasonably linked with Greek plurals like of Evtepot and tà 
EVTEPGL. 

In language, however, many logics are in play at the same 
time. If nerk‘ were originally a plural form, many of those listed 
above would be highly irregular, e.g., an apparent genitive singular 
of a nominative plural stem (nerk‘oy), an apparent accusative 
plural of a nominative plural stem (nerk‘s), etc. The k‘ of nerk‘, as 
the immutable -k‘' of artak‘- indicates, has no more plural 
significance than the -k‘ of o-k‘ ‘someone’ and ¢C‘-i-k‘ ‘not 
anything,’ ‘abest’ (Tk. yok), where it conveys the sense of an 
indefinite. It derives from IE *-k”- quite regularly, and is related 
to *k*is, Lat. quis, Gk. tc (Arm. ok’ = Gk. dtc, Sots, Lesb. Sttc, 
Skr. kas, themselves related to *-k”%e (Lat. -que, Gk. te, Skr. 
-~ca ‘and’), with which Latin forms indefinite pronouns 
(guis-que ‘whoever,’ etc.). There is a clear semantic relationship 
between the "indefinite" and the "abstract," in the sense that e.g., 
"the unknown" is equivalent to "things unknown,” "the good" to 
"good things or persons.” Greek neuter plurals in ~a, which take a 
singular verb, have been explained as original feminine singular 
abstract nouns: so KGAAea "the good" (sg.) = ‘good things, 
EvOca "the racial" = ‘races. The same phenomenon, though much 
more generalized, has occurred in Armenian, so that ji-k'‘, 
originally "the equine,” came to mean ‘horses.’ Meillet has already 
suggested that Arm. genitive plurals in -c are in origin adjectival 


8. Arm. o- from Indo-European *so- (Gk. 6, 6c), as also in 
o-v ‘who?, whoever’, o-mn ‘a certain person,’ o-r ‘who, which 
(relative pronoun),’ Arm. -k‘ from Indo-European *k”e- (Gk. 
mO~tepos, Lat. guo-d, Lith. kas, NE who). IE *-k”i- gives Arm. 
-é° (cf. ču, Skr. cyávate, Meillet, Esquisse?, T 23), as in the 
indefinite inanimate pronoun corresponding to the animate ok’, 
namely i-n~Z' ‘something, anything’ (the two used to great effect by 
Eznik, 4,1, čg ok‘ inč ‘some female something’). 
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forms in IE *-skY- (Russian -skij, English -ish, Arm. gentile suffix 
-(V)-c'i as in Erewan-c‘i). so that e.g., mard-o-c' ‘of human beings’ 
meant originally "human" (Russ. yenopeyeckuii).’ It is obvious that 

something very revolutionary (and in all human revolutions much 
inherited material is always lost) must have occurred within one 
off-shoot of the Indo-European declensional system to produce the 
attested Armenian partially agglutinative equivalent. Of the 
original plural declension system Armenian has preserved only the 
accusative plural -s, and even that it uses in a novel, analogical 
and agglutinative fashion (see Meillet, Esquisse’, 11 31.2). For the 
Armenian nominative plurals in -k‘ are, like the genitive plurals in 
-c’, formed by an Indo-European element that had thitherto 
nothing to do with nominal declension, and are in origin abstract 
singular nouns. This largely explains the predilection of Armenian 
for so-called pluralia tantum (this is a misnomer since the "plural" 
form is often not the only (tantum) form, but coexists with a 
singular). These are not to be explained away as due to Syriac 
influence. keank‘ ‘life’ may correspond to Syr. hayyé, but such 
correspondences are very rare, as may be seen from Meillet’s 
examples listed in his Altarmenisches Elementarbuch, 86), and there 
is no compelling reason to assume that Armenians took this way of 
thinking from the Syrians. dur-k‘ ‘door’ (beside the singular durn) 
and eresk'‘ ‘face,’ (also used in the singular, eres) may correspond 
to the plural forms Gk. 6Upar and npdowna ‘face’ (always pl. in 
Homer) and Syr. ’aph@' ‘id.,’ but the Armenians, like other peoples, 
could have doors composed of two wings!® and conceive of the 


9. There is a possibility that in the phrase in Eznik, Bk. II, 
ch. 2, ayspisi anhawat ew dandaé‘anac’ banic' (edd. Mariés and 
Mercier), dandaé‘anac' is used, parallel to the adjective anhawat, 
to qualify banic', one of the suggestions of the editors in their note 
378 (‘un génitif de qualification jouant le même rôle que anhawat: 
"propos de radotages"). If so, it is a rare (unique?) attestation of an 
apparent "gen/dat/abl. plural" in its original adjectival rôle. But 
the text of the sole 13th century MS is probably disordered here, 
as assumed by the French editors, who amend it to read ayspisi 
anhawat banic' ew dandac‘anac' , reading dandac‘anac‘ as a dative 
plural. 

10. Cf. Servius re Vergil, Aeneid, x. 5, bipatentibus ‘with 
twin openings’: est autem sermo Ennianus, tractus ab ostiis quae 
ex utraque parte aperiuntur (cit. E. H. Warmington, Remains of 
Old Latin, I, Loeb C. L., (1935), 1988, p. 21). The idea is most 
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face as comprising two halves, like the chest (kurck') and the back 
(t‘ikunk'). Moreover, some of the loanwords which the Armenians 
employ as pluralia tantum were employed as singulars in the 
creditor language, e.g., p‘ark' ‘glory’ (OP farna-, NP farr), 
zrahk‘ ‘armour’ (Phil. zreh, NP zirih). Impressive is the usage 
indicated by Meillet (ibid): "it often suffices to put an adjective 
into the plural in order to form an abstract, e.g., bari ‘good,’ 
barik' ‘the good, goodness’"; although this description is tantamount 
to putting the cart before the horse, since it is the abstract that is 
used as a plural. Armenian pluralia tantum as attested in Classical 
texts may take a plural or a singular verb, e.g., p‘ark’ e beside 
p'ark’ en ‘glory is,’ pétk’ @ besides pētk‘ en ‘necessity is.’ The best 
ancient writers, Eznik and his fellow translators of the New 
Testament, prefer the plural verb, surely because, as grammarians, 
that is what they, and their Armenian-speaking predecessors, had 
come to conceive the nominal forms in -k‘ to be. But the singular 
verb came to prevail in such cases, as invariably in Modern 
Armenian, where, except in dialects such as that of Agulis, which 
knows a plural in -k‘, and Julfa, which knows one in -ek‘,!! 
awareness of the function of -k‘ as a plural has faded; thus 
Standard East and West Armenian ack‘ ‘eye,’ whence the 
(historically double) plural aé‘k‘-er ‘eyes.’ The Tiflis dialect, which 
also knows a plural in -ek‘, further obscures the former plural réle 
of -k‘ in pluralia tantum by deaspiration. Thus in the first verse of 
Sayat‘-Nova’s ode, me xosk unim, ilt'lmazov, angac ara, ov acki 
lus "I have a word (to say), with a request; give ear to it, O light 
of my eye,” written in the Tetrak!? in the phonetically explicit 
Georgian characters, the -k of xosk ‘word’ (Cl. Arm. xaws-k‘) and 
at‘k (Cl. Arm. aé‘k‘) is inaspirate, most probably even ejective, all 
sign of plurality lost. 

It is very probable that the strong tendency to conceive the 
pluralia tantum as singulars is above all due to the fact that in 
Origin they were singulars, abstract nouns in ~k‘. There is a parallel 
to this Armenian usage in the Georgian "second plural" suffix -eb-, 
in origin a collective suffix, nouns to which it is attached 


vividly conveyed by the Chinese pictogram P 9 ‘door.’ 

11. H. Adjarian, Classification des dialectes armeniens, pp. 
36, 40. 

12. Ed. Yerevan, 1963, p. 121, I. 5. 
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governing verbs in the singular.!? And of course, the Greek neuter 
plurals in -a, which take a singular verb, have been reliably 
interpreted as ancient collectives of the feminine gender, as 
already noted.'4. And Arabic "broken plurals," which function as 
feminine singular nouns, would also appear to be originally 
abstract singular nouns. 

Although the enclitic -k‘ is borne by free-standing adjectives 
used as abstract nouns, e.g., barik‘, it is not used as a plural 
marker on qualifying adjectives. Armenian, due to the development 
of its stress accent, had lost the final syllables of its early 
equivalent of forms such as (the notional) IE *křubhrōs 
nedos ‘shining reeds’?!? in which adjective and noun would have 
agreed in case and number, and in representing the plural noun by 
use of the (abstract) suffix -k‘, would not have similarly 
"pluralized" the qualifying adjective, but would have reproduced 
the etymologically equivalent group as *surb netk‘ ‘holy arrows’ in 


13. "Le second pluriel équivaut à un nom collectif et il se 
comporte ordinairement à la façon d'un singulier," Marr et Brière, 
La langue géorgienne, Paris, 1931, 11 307, 2°. 

14. Morphological shifts of interconnected number and 
gender are not uncommon. A near status quo ante of parallel Lat. 
n.pl. in -a@ came to be reestablished in French (fleur, f.sg., from 
flora), and in Romanian, in which "heterogencous" m.sgg. (e.g. 
corn from cornu) have feminine plurals (coarne from cornua). The 
Tokharian f.pl. in -nta of masculine nouns of the "genus alternans" 
declension (Krause) could perhaps derive from an original f.sg. 
abstract/collective cognate with the Greek and Latin "neuter 
plurals" in ~a. 

15. Holger Pedersen (‘Neues und nachtragliches, KZ 40, 
1907.469) was of the opinion that "the agreement of the adjectives 
(with their nouns] is of course no original [IE] feature,” and that 
"the lack of (such) agreement in Armenian is to do with older 
relationships and in part parallel to Indian cases." The fact that the 
Sanskrit equivalent of the above posited Indo-European group 
would be *Subhra nad&h ‘shining reeds’ instead of *subhras 
nadas i.e. with the plural marker *-s missing from the adjective, is 
due to a secondary peculiarity of Sanskrit samdhi (see A. Thumb, 
Handbuch des Sanskrit, 1, Heidelberg, 1905, 1 184.3): if the noun 
had begun with an unvoiced dental, the adj. would have terminated 
in -as, and in any case plural agreement is still marked by the 
long -a, 
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Classical Armenian. Meillet (Esquisse, 1 104) describes the 
Situation thus: "tout se passe comme sil [le -k‘] avait été employé 
là seulement où la clarté l’exigeait.” But it is not merely, if at all, 
a question of clarity. The -k‘ is present in the noun because the 
noun is originally an abstract singular, qualified by an adjective 
that is not an abstract singular (as surbk‘ ‘saintliness,’ ‘holy 
things/persons, saints,’ would be), but merely a descriptive agent. 
Exactly the same feature is observed in Georgian, where adjectives 
qualifying nouns in the "second plural," originally abstract form in 
-eb- do not themselves take the -eb- suffix: thus, govel-i 
grme-eb-i, ‘all children,’ beside govel-n-i grme-n-i (first, and real, 
plural).'® 

Once the element k‘ had developed from a formant of 
abstracts to a general plural marker, it was free to act as an 
agglutinative suffix to mark other than the nominative plurals of 
nouns. Within noun declensions it was used to transform oblique 
singular forms into plurals, the original Indo-European oblique 
plurals, with the exception of the sole survivor, the accusative 
plurals in -s, having been abandoned. Thus, instr. sgg. amaw ‘with 
a year,’ amaw-k‘ ‘with years,’ beranoyv ‘with a mouth,’ 
beranov-k‘ ‘with mouths,’ harb ‘with a father,’ harb-k’ ‘with 
fathers.’ In the case of e.g., p‘ok‘umb-k‘ ‘with small (things), 
oskerawk’ ‘with bones,’ atberawk‘ ‘with springs,’ beside the 
corresponding instr. sg. p‘ok‘u, oskerb, aiberb, the plural forms 
have been modelled on the instr. plurals of the very common 
ija declension (amawk’‘, etc.), as another manifestation of the 
Strength of analogy, but still employing the now generalized plural 
marker -k‘. This was active in the formation of plural pronouns 
such as nok‘'-a ‘they’ (on *no ‘he, she, it,’ cf. no-yn ‘the same’ from 
*no-in, reduced in Cl. Arm. to na ‘he, she, it’). The instr. pl. 
no-k‘-awk‘ ‘with them’ employs the same plural marker twice, the 
insr. pl. suffix also by analogy with the ¿i/a declension, thus 
deviating from the instr. sg. no-v-aw ‘by him/her/it’ (which 
employs the reflex of the Indo-European instr. element *-bh- 
twice). no-k‘'-imb-k', no-k‘-umb-k‘ ‘by the same things, persons’ 
(beside the sg. no-v-in, nov-im-b) show the same double plural 
marker and similar deviation from the sg. forms. Similarly 
aynok'-iwk' ) ‘by those (things, persons)’ (instr. pl. of 
ayn-k’ perhaps, as Meillet. AG 11 64, from *aynok', perhaps just 
ayn + -k‘), as against the u- stem sg. aynu, aynuik. Among the 


16. Marr et Briére, 1 264. 
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personal pronouns ~k‘ was used agglutinatively to form du-k‘ ‘ye’ 
from du ‘thou,’ and me-k‘ ‘we’ from the oblique sg. element me- 
(from *eme-, as in the gen. im, Pokorny, p. 702), the 
Indo-European forms *we-, ne- ‘we, us’ being lost. 

The enclitic -k‘ was also used to form plurals in the verbal 
system. This is not parallel to the use of the Georgian plural 
marker -n- (kac‘-n-i ‘men,’ igi-n-i ‘they’) in verbs (stv-e-n ‘they 
weave,’ Sto-n ‘they will weave,’ h-stv-n-a ‘he wove them’), because 
this element remains pronominal in function whether as subject or 
object,!’ but it is parallel to the use of the Turkish general plural 
marker ler/lar, as in ev-ler ‘houses’ (ev ‘house’), on-lar ‘they’ (o ‘he, 
she, it’), dir-ler ‘they are’ (dir ‘he/she/it is’). Just as Armenian had 
lost its equivalent of Indo-European plural noun endings, so, also 
owing to the development of its stress accent, did it lose 
Indo-European plural verb forms like *bhere-mes ‘we bear’ (Skr. 
bhara-mas) *(e)smes ‘we are’ (Skr. smas, Doric elves), 
*bhere-t(h)e(s) ‘ye bear’ (Skr. bhara-tha, Gk. eivés, Lat. fer-tis), 
*(e)s-the ‘ye are’ (Skr. s-tha, Gk. éo-te, Lat. es-tis). A. Tomson!’ 
put forward the plausible theory that these plural forms had 
become, in prehistorical Armenian, identical with the equivalent 
singular forms from *bhere-mi ‘I bear,’ *es-mi ‘I am,’ 
*bhere-si ‘thou bearest,’ *es-si ‘thou art,’ thus producing Arm. 
berem ‘I bear, “we bear, em ‘I am, *we are,’ *bere ‘*thou bearest, 
*ye bear,’ *@ ‘thou art, *ye are.’ One would prefer to posit *bere, 
*e for the forms *beré, *@, since there can be no grounds for 
supposing final "long" @ (phonologically from IE *ey), which would 
unnecessarily imply a confusion with the 3rd person singular verbs 
berg ‘he bears’ (from *bhere-ti) and @ ‘he/she/it is’ (from *es-ti). 
Tomson’s view that the ending of the 2nd person sg. ber-es ‘thou 
bearest’? was formed on the analogy of es ‘thou art’ (from *es-si) 
is, in the light of the very frequent working of analogy in 
Armenian morphology, convincing. There are, however, no sound 
grounds to assume that it was a prior -k‘ of the pronouns mek’ and 
duk‘ in associations like *mek‘ berem and *duk‘ berë that was 
extended to the verbal forms to produce the Classical mek’ 
berem-k‘ and duk‘ beré-k‘. It is more probable that -k‘ was used, 
like Turkish ler/lar, indiscriminately on nominal, pronominal and 
verbal forms as a plural marker. 


17. Marr et Brière, 1 117. 
18. JInurBycruyeckne nccnenoBanna, St. Petersburg, 1887, p. 
108. 
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Above we have taken the Armenian suffix -k‘ to derive from 
IE *k*e,whence also Skr. ca, Gk. te, Lat. gue. In 1893 Chr. 
Bartholomae (Studien, Strassburg, 1893, II, p. 18) derived it from 
the suffix ~tva, which forms abstract nouns in Sanskrit, e.g., 
amrta-~tva ‘immortality.’ This sound change, Arm. k‘ from IE *tw-, 
is attested in Arm. k‘ez ‘to thee, k'o ‘of thee, thine, cf. Skr. tva—-h 
Gāthic XXwa-, Gk. 06¢ from *tFO¢ (cf. Meillet, Esquisse, 1 59). 
Although a generalization of the -k' of o-k‘ = Gk. ÖttuGÇ seems 
more likely in that ok‘ must be a very early formation in primitive 
Armenian, and in that one can point to no parallels of 
Indo-European pronouns being abstracted by the addition of the 
rareish suffix *twe, Bartholomae’s suggestion has the merit of 
interpreting Arm. -k‘ as an originally abstract suffix. 

Other suggestions as to the origin of Arm. -k? are not so 
convincing. It cannot be other than a service to their reputation 
not to list the names of scholars who have variously thought Arm. 
~k' to have been borrowed from South Caucasian, Ugro-Finnic or 
“Asianic." The attempts of Indo-Europeanists to derive it from the 
normal IE plural suffix *-s have been brave, determined and 
pietistic, but not very plausible, the difficulty being that, although 
it is perfectly understandable, as well as being well-attested, that a 
k should, by intermediary palatal stages, resolve into an s (Lat. 
centum, Ital. cento, Fr. cent), phonetic changes are not two-way 
tracks, and an oral rehearsal of a sound s followed by a sound 
k will demonstrate the impossibility of a k sound resulting tout 
Simplement from ans. Meillet’s statements that ‘the nom. pl. 
-k‘ corresponds to an old final *-s’ and that the -yk‘ of the 2nd p. 
pl. pres. ind. act. verbs like layk‘, sirēk‘ from *sireyk' corresponds 
to Lat. -tis’ (Esquisse, ls 26, 87) can be only descriptive, a rare 
act of resignation on the part of that outstanding historical 
phonologist that must have been mortifying, though of undoubted 
wisdom. Holger Pedersen’s mooted progression of *s to *h, and 
thence, "by thickening" (xtanalov), to k‘ ?° is phonetically 


19. A good survey of their legion is given in T‘ 
Laragulyan, 2h& hwybpbG fPnGwphtwG hudwhupgh dugmi [The 
origin of the conjugational system in Ancient Armenian], Yerevan, 
1961, pp. 99-107. 

20. vywun vp hwy jbqah wywuwdaipbwh, Vienna, 1904, 
pp. 26-8, 48, cit. Laragulyan, p. 100. Thus although Pedersen made 
a detailed study of Armenian collective plurals (in ni, ear, etc.) in 
his chapter ‘Die armenischen pluralbildungen’ in ‘Neues und 
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unconvincing; it is true that Russians "thicken" h into g, but only in 
loanwords (Geyne for Heine), so that this would be a parallel only 
if one assumed that the original Indo-European dialect of the 
Armenians was deeply affected by the phonetics of a 
non-Indo-European substratum, but as far as h was concerned only 
in this particular case, since Armenians had otherwise no difficulty 
with A, a common sound in their language. 

Bugge’s suggestion 7! that Arm. -k‘ resulted from IE *-(e)s-v is 
supported by the well-attested Arm. k‘- from IE *sw- in e.g., 
k‘un ‘sleep’ from *swopnos, k‘oyr from *swos(o)r-. Bugge took the 
-y- (-w-) to be a reduced form of the Indo-Europeam enclitic 
particle -u employed in Vedic and Sanskrit to give emphasis, 
implying restriction and antithesis, ‘generally after pronominals,. 
prepositions, particles, equivalent to ‘and, also, further’ 
(Monier-Williams, Sanskrit-English Dictionary). One could as well 
accept the enclitic as *we (Skt. va ‘or, even, probably,’ Av., OP 
va ‘or,’ Lat. -ve ‘or,’ ‘particle indicating stress and assurance, 
indeed,’ [Pokorny [EW 75]). Phonetically the progression *sw > *sg 
> *sk > k‘ (s*wopnos > *sgopnos > *skopn- > k‘un), given the 
well-attested change of *w to g in Armenian (gini ‘wine from 
*woinos Grg. gitno, later gwino, probably shows an intermediate 
stage), as elsewhere (Germanic *wer (NE war), borrowed in French 
as guerre, Italian guerra showing perhaps also an intermediate 
stage). But to imagine this particle thus widely attached to the 
plural of nouns and pronouns and plural verbs borders on the 
desperate. In the case of the indefinite pronouns ok‘ and (¢‘)ik’, 
etc., there is no plurality involved, and there is little reason to 
derive -k‘ from anything other than IE *k*(e) as an enclitic 
particle forming abstracts and indefinites. 


nachtragliches’ in the Zeitschrift fur vergleichende 
Sprachforschung, 40, 1907, pp. 244-262, he did not consider forms 
in -k‘ to be such. 

21. Beiträge zur etymologischen Erläuterung der 
armenischen Sprache, Christiana, 1889, pp. 43-4. 


4) 


